Assessment centers are extraordinarily popular among professionals and practitioners involved in the selection of managerial personnel; This popularity is reflected in. a large number of published papers (e.g., Finkle, 1976; Huck, 1976; Klimoski & Strickland, 1977) , the publication of standards ands ethical considerations involved in assessment center operations (Task Force on Development of Assessment Center Standards, 1977) , and the unusual support of the Federal courts (Byham, 1979) . This enthusiasm has been generated to a great extent by the positive research findings concerning-the validity of the assessment center. Huck (1976) reviewed over 50 studies all of which reported positive findings concerning the relationship between assessment center ratings and subsequent job performance. Klitnoski and Strickland (1977) reviewed over 90 studies finding that validities wrre positive and high (median =. .40) with advancement criteria (number of promotions), and that very few additional studie had been done after 1972 indicating general acceptance of the validity of assess ment center methodology.
Studies concerning the internal validity of the assessment center (Huck, 1976; Mitchel, 1975; Schmitt, 1977; Schmitt & Hill, 1977) indicate that interrater reliability is high and that overall assessment judgments are indeed highly correlated with performance on individual assessment dimensions (Sackett & Hakel, 109; Schmitt, 1977) . Sackett (1982) has raised a number of issues concerning the degree of understanding we have of the rating process and has indicated that a mechanical combination of ratings to produce an overall rating might be mc7e practical than the consensus discussions usually employed (Sackett & Wilson, 1982) . However, these possible problems relate more to the mechanics of operation of a center than they do to the psychometric quality and external validity of assessment center ratings.
Validity studies have generally been sound in that they are longitudinal and that assessment center ratings have been withheld from organizational (see Jeswald, 1977; Moses, 1977) .
Since that time NASSP has provided a-staff consultant to provide advice and assessor training to interested school districts.
A job analysis conducted prior to the development of the center indicated that twelve dimensions of behavior were important for successfully working school administrators. It was felt that these dimensions could be assessed in an assessment center. These dimensions and their descriptions are listed in Fortunately, 93 additional assessment center candidate held administrative positions (assistant principals) and these persons were also included in the validation sample as indicated above. The remaining 272
candidates did not hold administrative jobs at the time performance data were collected, hence could not be included in the validation study.
Criterion Measures. Job analysis interviews were conducted in thirteen school districts throughout the country. These interviews included principals, students, parents, teachers, support staff, personnel, and superintendents. The pertinent outcome of these job analysis interviews for this study was the development of fifteen behaviorally anchored rating scales. These scales (see Table 3 for brief titles) plus an overall rating were-used as one set of criterion measures. These measures were administered to the supervisor of each of the 153 administrators as well as two teachers and two support staff personnel in the administrator's school. Raters were directed to decline to make a rating on any scale about which they felt they did not have sufficient inforimation.
This option was frequently used by the support staff personnel because of their lack of opportunity to observe the principal's performance on various dimensions.
During the job analysis interviews, various groups were asked about critical aspects of the principal's job. Many responded that the principal's primary responsibility was the establishment of a "good" school climate.
In operationalizing this construct, we developed seven climate measures for different job performance dimensions. Specifically, two teachers, two support staff, and four students in each school were asked to describe the school administrator's supervisor completed the performance ratings. District personnel administrators chose the support staff-, teacher, and student raters.
The researchers instructed tilem to choose "experienced and informed" individuals who would be familiar with the principal's work and who carried out their daily activity within the participant principal's school building. Finally, it is important to note that different groups of people supplied performance and.
climate ratings thus avoiding the possibility that similar response sets contaminated both measures.
All responses to performance ratings and climate 'questionnaires were returned to the personnel administrator in charge of the project in each district, and then mailed, unopened, to the research group at Michigan State University. Mote work should be done using performance criteria such as turnover and absences, grievances filed, and achievement of managementobjectives in the validation orassessment centers. While we do not advocate a naive search for some ultimate criterion, the use of these criteria would'inr-ease current knowledge concerning the construct validity of the assessmem-center ratings, particularly in determining behavior-criteria relationships. Because Of the overreliance on promotion and salary growth as the sole criterion in establishing assessment center validity, much potentially useful information concerning assessment center behavior and job behavior has not been forthcoming. A critical look at some common beliefs about assessment centers.
Public Personnel Management, 1982, 11, 140-147 . Interrater agreement and dimensionality and combination of assessment center judgments. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1977, 62, 171-176. 13 Schmitt, N., & Hill, T.E. Sex and race composition of assessment center groups as a determinant of peer and assessor ratings. Ability to seek out relevant data and analyze complex information to determine the important elements of a problem situation; searching for information with a purpose.
2.
Judgment.
Skill in identifying educational needs and setting priorities; ability to reach logical conclusions and make high--quality decisions based on available information; ability to critically evaluate written communications.
. Organizational Ability. Ability to plan, schedule, and control the work of others; skill in using resources in-an-optimal .fashion; ability to deal witha volume of paper work and heavy demands on one's time.
4.
Decisiveness. Ability to recognize when a decision is required and to act quickly.
(Without an assessment of the quality of the decision.)
5. Leadership. Ability to recognize when a group requires direction, to get others involved in solving problems, to effectively interact with a group, to guide them to -the-accomplishment-of-a-task-6.
Sensitivity.
Ability to perceive the needs, concerns, and personal problems of others; tact in dealing with persons from different backgrounds; skill in resolving conflicts; ability to deal effectively with people concerning emotional issues; knowing what_information to communicate and to whom. Competence to discuss a variety of subjects (educational, political, economic, etc.) ; desire to actively partici-.' pate in events.
8.
Personal Motivation.
Showing that work is important to personal satisfaction; a need to achieve in all activities attempted; ability to be self-policing. Educational Values.
Possession of well-reasoned education; philosophy; receptiveness to change and new ideas. Ability to perform under pressure and opposition; ability to think on one's feet.
11.
Oral Communication Skill. Ability to make a clear oral presentation. of ideas and facts.
12.
Written Communication Skill. Ability to express ideas clearly in writing; to write appropriately for different audiendes--students, teachers, parents, other administrators. Table 4 Correlation Between Assessment Center. Consensus Ratings -.05 (47) .04 (46) -.04 (46) .00 (48) -.15 (47) .02 (48) .02 (49) .07 _ (46) .05
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